Oct 25, 1962 (WH typing) . 

roliticaltath •• 

This path has several branches, both as to the forum in which negotiations 
are carried out, and with regard to the stems to be taken. 

«ith respect to the forum, we are already in the UN and this could be 
combined with crivate approaches on the side. w e could follow un the 
U Thant proposals in order to get into promnty discussion with the o 0 viets. 
1 his is almost essential since the Soviets willalmost certainly not put 
forward or indicate agreement to proposals publicly made. 

Another method would be to propose or have someone such as u ihant 
propose a direct meeting with Khrushchev. He has publicly indicated his 
readiness for such a meeting in his letter to Bertrand Russell and could not 
have been expected, at this stage, to have made proposals directly to the 
* resident for fear of a rebuff, It would be difficult, however, for him 
to refuse an invitation from the resident. A direct meeting would have 
to mean the continuance of the quarantine and would be difficult for us 
unless there was progress on proposals to ensure a standstill under UN 
control. It would probably involve discussions over Berlin or, as a 
minimum, our missile bases in i urkey. A prompt proposal for an agreement 
to a meeting with Khrushchev might defer or avoid strong Soviet reaction 
to our stopping one of their shins. 

As a background for political action that would have any hope of 
success, it would be important to minimize, so far asoossible, any forceful 
action against Soviet vessels in carrying out the quarantine. 

The following political actions might be considered** 

1. A proposal in some forum to withdraw our missiles from ^urkey in 
return for Soviet withdrawal of their missiles from Cuba, ^his might be 
expressed in generalized form, such as withdrawal of missiles from 
territory contiguous or in proximity of the territory of the other. 

2. An alternative approach might be to have a proposal for the UN to 
send teams to tuba and Turkey to take control over the missiles there 
pending the outcome of negotiations. U Thant might be put up to advancing 
such proposals. 

3. Approach to Castrol 

Anapproach would be made to Castro through a Latin American reoresentaiv 
e ta in Luba, probably the Brazilian Ambassador, pointing out that Cuba 
was merely being exoloitedin the interests of the Soviet Union and that any 
of the possible paths by w..ich the Cuban crisis can be expected to develop 
will reult in the overthrow of his regime, if not its physical destruction. 
It could be pointed out that r resident K ennedy has stated that only two 
subjects were not negotiable between the US and Castrol military ties to 
the USSR and aggressive actions of any kind in Latin American 

if the Castro Government considers it has no freedom to act because of 
the presence of Soviet technicians, we would be prepared to undertake to 
deal with this orob em. ^e would have to give some assurances, regardless 
of whether we intended to carry them out, that we would not ourselves under¬ 
take to overthrow the regime or support others trying to do so. 
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Comment on K letter of 26 u ct,27 Uct, and JFK reply of 8 pm 27 Oct 

1. K simply doesn't make any offer to withdraw missiles; he says that 
given commitment, wauls he would make commitment nst that Sov vessels 
bound for Cuba ((at the moment? or indefinitely!)) would not carry 
weaoons; and that there would no longer be any "necessity" for Sov 
specialists, or armaments. But SU had already said—on Sent 11—that 
they had no "necessity" formissiles on Cuba: with which we could agree. 
This is—evidently— not tantamount to saying that they wouldn t put them 
there, or once there, would take them out. 

2. The Oct 27 letter is, in fact, quite compatible with the Oct 26 
letter (though not with F-S exchange). If missiles were "necessary," 
then a trade with Turkish missiles wouldn't be acceotable,so far as 
Cuba were concerned. But if they weren't necessary.. .they were available 
for bargaining; removal of the Turkish missiles would justify the 
trouble of taking them out. 

3. The JFK letter purports to ready into the Oct 26 letter certain 
proposals—but these couldn't possibly be read into that letter. 1 hey 
just aren't there. This would be known not only to K but to anyone in 
Moscow who knew the i letter. If the its letter hadpub been published 
shortly, the effect would have been most peculiar, what JFK was really 
referring to was the F offer. (Did X explain this ploy in his interview 
with Y?) 
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tW. : no,S vnat vie ■ ver. uo.,,., v. are just querying our Xubassaes 
Mo ^now they wouia react: auaXeV a pollUciaiereauin^on 
SlheSprooiem is tnati.this, I naww liaviug a stuay .u.aae, X *““Spj- 
tPit‘mav ; ue ready now," on tne iuovlvement with ImATO ana now this ^ - 

:|t tniriK^nas ' to 'be haxxdled witn‘'the/other;NATO. countries. V .We nave G ot 
w|a' little work' going forward. ** '•••” v " < ' "rtffl 


: : pres: OK. It may be that we will want, to mame that ofier at some 

$£p° int * 1 •• •••*♦* ."• T:- :: 

.^hail: We are gom 0 iorward. 
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® K itze: They are working on the’"Turkish problem is that ri fc> ht?gy|||«^ 

Iff Bali:’ Yes tnere is a group working on it. : 

fclUtze: We take a very dim view. We nave to contemplate now, 

Jl'in thin kind of a thing, negotiations apart from Cuba woula^just^^- 


Pf? ruin us all the way around. 
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^5'Ball—let me be quite clear. — —- - - - - •. ? > 

S-pusned into'negotiauons. I am doing tms at tne res s req 
Sfto see wnat it would be, if later on ne wanted to. consider it. 
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IcT&e Departiuent is no nappier aoout it tnan you 

: tmngs. We wanted to get rid;: 
political/military thing. •: /■$, 


Jitze..not ’that we love these 
iSit before. It is really the 


^•Bail 


on tnis 


-aid you hi a tele & rasi I .ot in frn Fiuletter this uoruip umMffl- 

his thin 6 ?, . : '"■■tH.r 



^f-’Nitze_Yes, I have it before me now. I just wanted to 


<il# oar in wnile you are at tnis stage of the game, 

v-l 1 ' ■ ... 


y ; • J, :■ '• t* V^i'vZ'-. 
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Ifi uitze—Sure. Thanks George. 


jail—the President wants worm done on it. 
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3 finas rumors of invasion 
' Afro-Asians are alarmed 
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uown any of 



xoion aim tnat has upset everytniug^and!.;the 

__3d.‘? 'Apparen ty, White made^some ’ statements'^’/^!' 

ier measures. ?3. i'nxxhcs it w uia be a goodliuea. to' vclamp.^ 
; cnat taiK from Dept, or WH. ...S' tninko,^thej^pftf v v^to^ 
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it indicates tne Dept must start‘thinking about ^uarairteesJ||*wouia3^ 
: give red territorial sovereignty• bySOAS Eddoothers ‘Line trie^We'''''\'.| 

’ taxtiuc, is weapons are "to*; deter attack ! by US and they, lif'theya: were 
sure US* would not at tack »• ana' had adequate commitments,•' wouldlconsider 
weapons unnecessary. "•• ■■ '"• ' ' * *- ■ Qgk 

t ..if we can't snort-circuit, thee is the question of%hdt W" 
'constitutes the meaning of non-operable, etc. 3 nopes^somectne canj|:> : 
look at tais. ■ ■•■'.. . f&l 

((meanwhile, letter had.been sent; F-S meeting.)). . v;£ *>.' 
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(ui'ui o ui' oo x'ixiie Uc-r, Oct SO?) 

J> • I i * v o U j i La jl X- e X t 0 L 1 O X l"v 1 A » U. i. U X b U V/ X 1 X X XXl C k_» >J XJ t 1 X Ci b> 

hi inuruv<i.u oi oiicaoivc missxies in Cuba lor witxidrawal oi' oupitere 

Hi l'Ui'Kbj. 

Viiiiio uc remain hopciul that uoal can be maac lor aexxucleanzixig 
cu u u oil Ux) pxvjuiXwc Co ^uaruncu ix a * s icri i b^nai ixite*u,rity we must 
italxaiiuUix,/' ut prepaxea lor possible deal to traue removal 
Turman oupiurc lor Cuban missiles. 

5. 'inis can u c done without adversely uisturbin^ uaiaxxce nuclear 
power oxiica obsolete 'jupiters c^xx be replaced by Polaris in Lac tern 

i’i Ci Ci • 

4. Immeuiate prouiem is to persuade LA TO powers US is not capitulating 
Xxor is it uradixxg away Lurope's security to aavax^ce its own. 
o. .auiOarguments to oemade are following: 

a) Lxis ence oi bases on the peripnery ol SU have ion 0 been an 
irritant aim source oi tension. 

u) Sov XiUdear power o.i the uoorstep ol the US is a mexxace to all 
i'.A'i'G countries. Tnxs constitutes very lar & e ixicremei^t to Sov 
anility to aestroy nuclear retaliatory power wnich is t.ne central 
core oi ml TO security. 

c) because tiic US cannot accept tnis menace tne alternatives are 
eitner a ne^otiatea aeal or a US air strine anu prouaule lx^vasion 

01 CJUuci* 

a) Sucn a military action would mean great risn ior all ..ATO countries, 
pir&t, it wouiu lmost certain t,xy invite Sov respoxxse elscvnere eitxxer 
a 0 ainst the Jupiter bases in Turney ana Italy or against merlin or 
some o txitr iwVi'U targe t. Secona it woula immobilize suosoantial 
US loi’cespossioly lor a substaxxtiai periou of time. Thiru it woula 
involve a grave danger oi escalation. 

o. Uitn the be^ixiniiig touay ol Cubax* actioxx a^alxist US planes engaged 
ix. necessary surveillance oi worn on Cu^an missile sites, the consequent 
uestxa tion ol an American,U2.ana tne risn ol increasea losses in next 
two or tnree da^s wi on pressuxe lor retaliation the situation is be¬ 
coming nouriy more & rave anu txie President must nave adequate xreoaom 
oi actioxx ii ne is to 1 j.ixu a xmxiu solution mirou^n negotiation. 

/. In view oi tnece circumstances regaru it as ur^exxt tnat you coxxvexie 
LAG meeting, lor Snixuay aiterxxOOxi. 















uet 'J:2 H J pu l row U. l jl)ii 

ciuiiiitd Oct 2b let ocx - to ^resident wax. confidential message 
o:.c was designed to "reduce texisions." Ouostantive proposal, ne 
maintained , was in Uct 21 letoex' Wnieh was puulisned. 

out 2o, 12:26 am; lor Jjonlen from Ires 

so to Colomoey Suua&y with letter axxd oriefin- material 
tu linletter: 1 am asniii 0 Amu. monlen to maxe sure tnat you are 
fully infoi’med of tne currexit x.x uuaoioa in Cuua. ine situation is 
clo. rij sruwiut; more tense axiu li satisiactory respoxxses are not 
received ix'om tne otner side in tne xiext forty-ei^ht nours ((irom 
Sunday?)) tne situatiuxi is limely to exxter a progressively intexise 
military phase. 

V.e are tr^m 0 to maxe our determination just as cieax as our 
reaumess for a proper settlemexxt. It ^lves me ^reat courage in 
tnese aays to Know that we naveyour support, as expressed in ^our 
last mteiview with Amu. nonleii, and 1 snoulu be m^-dd to Know of 
any furtner Views you may have. ((drafted by isundy, Johnson)) 

same to foiling. 

at same time: Oct 26 letter sent to Macmillan anu de Gaulle. 
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draft, 27 Oct, telegram to Finletter, repeated to all NATO caoitals 

lou should immediately call NAC meeting for Sunday afternoon 
and outline urgent Cuban situation as followss 

1. Message from Khnushchev to ^resident received night Oct 26 , wnile 
full of polemics, seemed to offer real hope solution could be found within 
framework supervised withdrawal offensive weapons from Cuba in exchange 
for commitment by US not invade Cuba. 

U Thant 1 s conversations in New fork also seemedoffer hooe settlement along 
these lines could promotly be reached. Khrushchev's message to U Thant 
agreeing keen Soviet vessels temoorarily outside quarantine area also seemed 
favorable sign. 

2. However, these hones have been dashed by subsequent oublic letter from 
Khrushchev to the *resident (which has still not been officially received) 
((last phrase deleted)) linking Cuban settlement to withdrawal of NATO 
Jupiters from Turkey. 

3. Also in last twelve hours anti-aircraft has for first time ooened 
fire on US planes engaged in necessary air surveillance of sork on Cuban 
missile sites. °ne US aircraft has been destroyed (oresumably by SAM which 
can only be manned by Soviet personnel) and one damaged by anti-aircraft 
artillery. Some Soviet sressels are alsocontinuing to proceed toward 
quarantine area in apnarent violation of Khrushchev's assurances to U 
T'hant. (Soviets were officially informed of area by both U Thant and US 
Cov.) At the present rate of speed first vessel will reach quarantine 
area during daylight Sunday and incident may odcur. 

ii. US is facing grave decision which must be taken in next few hours with 
orobability of increasing incidents, ^s Soviet linking Cuban situation 
with Juoiters in T ur key involves NATO, we desire urgently consult and obtain 
views of'the NAC. 

5. NAC will aporeciate that regardless of dangers and risks, US cannot 
permit continuation build-uo Soviet nuclear capability in Cuba which not 
only endangers US oosit on but also jeooardizes retaliatory power which 
is deterrent core of Na'1'0. 

6. However, if solution cannot be promptly found within this framework, 
^resident will face hard decision either of seeking solution on terms 
involving Turkish Juoiters or launching massive air strike andnrobable 
invasion of Cuba to eliminate nuclear threat on US doorstep. We therefore 
urgently wish to consult with NAC on choice to be made, taking into 
account full implication of either course of action. Airrost certain 
consequences of US military action against Cuba to destroy nuclear threat 
would be Soviet reprisal against Turkish Juoiters, Italian Juniters, Berlin, 
or some other NATO target, with all the risks of escalation this wjula 

'involve. 
















(and Ambassadors all NATO countries) \ 

To Finletter: Oct 2b, 12:12 AH (drafted McU Bundy, Johnson) 

1. -he iresident tint your briefing of NATO be essentially factual 

and reflect cl^ar determination of US .Government to nress on its present 
course as reflected in (l) White «ouse statement issued noon oaturoayon 
continuing builduo (2) President's message to Knrushchev released White 
W Saturday evening 3) announcement by ®D of °ontibuedaurvexllbnce, 
and (U) DOD announcement call up of Air reserves (all contained wireless 

file). 

2. You can renort that message from Khrushchev to resident received night 
Oct 26 (being repeated Finletter, Paris and London only), while Ml of 
polemics, seemed to offer real hone solution could be found within framework 
suoervised withdrawal offensive weanons from Cuba ((not mentioned by A)) 

in exchange for commitment by US not invade Cuba U Want's <d nversations 
in New York and broadhints in U u ban speeches at UN also seemedoffer hope 
settlement along these lines could promptly be reached. Khrushchev s 
message to U Thant agreeing keep Soviet vessels temporarily outside 
cuarantine area also seemed favorable sign. _ 

These hopes have been diminished by subsequent oublic letter from 
Khrushchev to*the * resident linking Cuban settlement to withdrawal of 
NATO Junitcrs from Turkey, but we continue to press for solution in 
buban framework alone. 


3. The situation as we see it is increasingly serious and time is growing 
shorter. The US remains determined to insure removal of offensive 
installations in Cuba. *e are combining reasonable diplomaticoffersnad 
military pressures in even balance to this end. 

!■. But construction on the missile sites © ntinues and there is every 
indication that more of the missiles are becoming ooerationally ready. 
Moreover, unarmed US military aircraft which today were donducting publicly 
announced surveillance ever Cuba were exoosed to intensive ground fire and 
one of these aircraft is missing. 

5. At the same time, Boviet vessels are also continuing to proceed toward 
the quarantine area in direct violation of Khrushchev's assurances to U 
Thant, although the B 0 viet Government was officially infonmedof the limits 
of the cuarantine area by both U Thant and the US Gov. At the present 
rate of sneed the first vessel will reach the quarantine area during 
daylight Bunday and an incident may occur. 

6. In these circumstances the US Gov may find it necessary within a very 
short time in its own interest and that of its fellow nations in the western 
*~emisphere to take whatever military action may be necessary to remove tnis 
growing threat to the hemisphere. 


7. In the light of die developing /•ossibi li.ty £f the necessity for action 
in Cuba, the -resident has instructed you to bring this matter fully to 
the attention of the NAC. You should say that while the US holds to the 
position that this matter should be settled within framework of the Western 
Bemisphe.re, we have taken note of the oublic message to ^resident of Get 
27 in which a connection is made between NATO defenses and Soviet action in 
Cuba. This Soviet position increases the possibility that US military actio 
in Cuba may result in some Soviet moves against NATO. In these circumstance 
the US feels it essential to inform its allies and to consult with them on 
the general situation. 
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m . It is or the utmost ln-ortance that nothin:; in your discussion should 
ft 1 : TT to meet Soviet Jupiter exchange prove sal, buo it is 

lunt of any -j- "" should allow free expression of ^urooean views, 

equally important ohat y ^ ti free reS oonse, you should strongly 

whatever they may *?• >“ ^cSba-ifit becomes essential-will be 

directed 6 at°a* 1 potential threat to the total strategic balance endangering 
^her NATCT countries at least as much as the Uo- end I 


















* S' ",,tc Oct 26 1762, received 5=26 pm (sent b pm laris) 
Finletter to oecotate, uct to, > 

ronort on special MAC meeting 1000 Oct 20. 

,: rv white a ouse statement, 

(US paraohrased general ^ ^al^t.on ^ 5. eUer to K Oct 27). 

Toool 570 (ires Dnefmt, to >, 

, . „ ,,v,G+her Ires had flatly rejected 
Bel plan ooened questioning oy as ' cin " > ^ for some later negotiations. 
Suban-iuricish deal Without Havana door open^o^^^ ^ ^ position 

After some discussionand stuoy '' n ^ tasM Cuba before any otner matters 

called for liquidation offensive “«j£ e 0 “ outsi(te the general sphere of 
could be discussed or negotiated witm 
disarmament. 

- talk Oct 25 with Sov charge in which 

...UK then gave highlights of influen ce prevent matters going 

latter expressed hope UK wo <j uba had unset balance and 

brink, to which Home replied^ov acti ^ Sov question regarding quarantine 
must be redressed, and stated in se if-defense as best it saw fi . 

that any country had the righ . n ^ PT olav in Cuba, despite assuran 

Homo added in view of hhis obviou f ‘ or the uk to work with SU when 

to the contrary, it made it very 
they did not tell the truth. 

Belgian reiterated first 

Cuba, after which it "° st J^f^u a7in othe"r fields in order to 

other arrangements m disarma defensive nosition. e 

lessen tension if nossible and nut Nato^ ^ woJ , king „ ut e arrangemen 
imnlied without going into detai . „ e aoons. (He had volunteered rot 
to' reolace dupiters by more eff ^ ^ mind the desirability of setting 

volunteered to me previously . ^ Mediterranean to replace obsolete 

dupiters 0 in^iuSey °andhtaly). US a-ured^Belgium that^e no 
^and^articularly^not^oposed^cT Strengthen MID defenses onovided Cuban 
matter settled satisfactorily. 

Sv^io ^ of 

, cimnorted the US nosition re Cuba generally 

Norway stated his government suoported^t! ^ before mJ other 

and specifically tnat we mus g e(J holiever it was 

settlement or arrangements^ could be mao ^ negotiations onoe threat and 
gratifj’lng to learn that US ^ .. he urge d that every effort be 

blackmail had ceased. u nder ^ractions^ way possible direct 

aoSon 0 by 0 use n o e f SSrihio^might mean that matters would get completely 

out of hand. 
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Turkey had no direct instructions but could draw on his general instructions 
:♦ to state that he was sure his govt would agree wholeheartedly with firm 

{ stand taken by resident to turn down Juoiter deal. lx e added that it can be 

held that the Juoiters are obsolete, are lightning rods for attack and not 
too effective for defense of Turkey and NATO ingencral, but regardless of 
j their efficacy they should not be removed under threat or as part of any 

j deal . Once Cuban matter has been settled NATO experts might talk about 

whether advisable remove Juoiters and how they might be reolaced by other 
defensive veaoons. but strongly emohasized no thought should be given to 
such suggestion until Cuban situation settled and Khrushchev's blackmail 
threat no longer existed. He added while he sure his govt desired eventual 
negotiations with Soviets they should not constitute in any way anything 
that might look like aoneasement. 

After Portugal had made a statement indicating solidarity with US, the 
Dane stated that while he had no instructions h sure his government took 
similar oosition to that of Norway and underlined that the AHjance should, 
of course, do everything to underline the deterrent. He added deterrent 
means to avoid war, and therefore nopedthat efforts -would be made to prevent 
hostilities from breaking out, since he feared West not now ready for*major 
I military engagement. Dane then asked whether there was any significant 
difference as to state of hostilities between pinpoint bombing of actual 
Soviet bases in Cuba and actual invasion of island to liauidate these 
bases. N 0 one tried to answer his question. 

• • 

Germany, again expressing full solidarity with US action, expressed fear 
that Cuba and Berlin might be more firmly linked in near future. There had 
been considerable slowdown in civilian traffic to Berlin, but Whether this 
deliberate and fully connected with Cuba not clear. x n any event, he urged 
that no matter what small or large harassments might take place, they should 
be resisted most firmly under present circumstances until Cuban matter 
settled. 

Greek thenmade strong statement favoring US action underlining Jupiters 
are defensive weapons for the defense not just of Turkey but for all of NATO, 
and therefore (a) we should not negotiate on any noints until Soviet 
missiles Cuba comoletely liquidated, and Cb) ^resident has been completely 
right in turning down any deal. Greek then outlined conversation Averoff 
and Sov Amb Athens in which latter took Greeks to task for firm pro-US 
nosition which could be catastrophicfor Greece if persisted in. '“Veroff 
replied ±hx& firmly that u reece would stand by her alliance commitments and 
her princioles. c ree k oermreo again urged NATO solidarity statement re Cuba. 
x Trance (after first having told us he was checking with Quai) stated 
ranee backs US moves 100 percent, particularly on -^resident's refusal make 
any deal re Juoiters. He pointed out if deal made on suiters Soviets might 
attempt establish bases other countries and thenforce deals for liquidation 
other NATO installations which would eventually completely break-up alliance. 
Haxpxxsaxailyxthougxt He added while his government did not alvays fully 
share our actions in trying to discuss matters with Soviets, he personally 
thought we were right in refusing negotiate now until Cuban missile bases 
fully liquidated, •■•ersonally he thought if Cuban matter could be satis¬ 
factorily liquidated and it would be clear to Khrushchev his coup had failed 
and ‘"'est was solidly against his moves of this kind, it might bhen be 

advantageous to start negotiating with a somewhat chastened Khrushchev. 


L 



















J. 


Italy, speaking personally, stated he was certain his govt would 


agree with 1 res refusal any deal re *Jupitor3. He thennskod vh ether this 
NAG meeting was for information or consultation, since U3 statementshad 
emphasized we hoped to settle Cuban matter in context Western Hcmisnhere. 

US resplied while the nroblem was basically one of Western hemisphere, and 
therefore we would rely basically on our 0A3 Allies, it clear any action 
in any oart of the world involving one NATO partner does affect entire 
NATO Alliance. Particularly true now tnat Khrushchev had linkedCubannd 
Jupiters in Turkey, 'i'her' fore, the US not only wishedto give Alliance 
information regarding developments, but desired to have suooort of the actio 
we have taken, oarticularly in turning down Juoiter deal. 

Belgian interjected that his govt definitely desired that consultations 
infullest meaning of the word should cd ntinue during this entire crisis beca 
use developments could take olace which vitally affect entire alliance. 

Butch, reiterating nis govt's strong approval US action Cuba, stated 
that while he had no instructions, he sure his govt would back our action 
on Juoiters, since these are NATO- weaoons and any action to remove them, 
replace them, or make any other arrangements to cover the same defense needs 
must be oassedby NAiO as a whole. He then stated he impressed by Norwegian 
colleague's statement and honed all efforts would be made to avoid use of 
force. However, since it may not be nossible avoid use of force, NAC 
consultations must take olace cd ntinuously. Butch then emphasized while he 
agreed with others we might intensify discussions disarmament after Cuban 
matter settled, should not show more desire to make concessions in disarmame 
nt after Cuba settled because this would give impression to Khrushchev he 
had made gain by creating Cuban crisis. 

(Iceland, Luxembourg backed US) 

UK stated his understanding today's meeting was (l) to get consensus 
Council oa action taken by US on Cuba particularly in regard to Jupiters; 

2) to keep NAC informed as much as Dossible of developments; 3) to do as* 
much as possible to forecast future developments in order that NAC might 
be prepared for all contingencies. 

Belgian then brought up fact that there wer many rumors that the US 
was planning unilateral bombardment of Cuba without any warning, consultation 
with NAC or with UN. US replied could not give an answer to this matter, 
since such decision might be governed primarily by militaryquestion, but 
stated we would try to consult whever we could, but one could not guarantee 
tms would always be possible. 

r ^ rk , thenstated had just received telegram giving preliminary reaction 
3hy Turkish govt had not publicly replied to K Juoiter deal suggestion : 

1 iurxs had only heard of deal through press, 2) Soviets had not addressed 
them directly, and 3) they did not wish to react in any way to imoede 
whatever action Ires desired take in this matter, since they did not wish 
to give any impression they were a satellite. 

• « 

Acting Secretary General (Colonna) summeduo as followsJ 

1. There was a full NAC consensus on the seriousness of the Soviet 
menace and threat by placing offensive missiles Cuba and full support for 
Uo position. 

2. All agreed it most helpful have full OAS support fir U3 action. 

3. All agreed that no negotiations should take place until Cuban bases 
cully liquidated. 

lu All are in absolute agreement against any trade re Jupiters. 

















5. AH agreed that CU must be made to realize must droo Cuban missile 
venture before West can atari meaningful negotiations which could take 
place if Cuba settled. 

6. All MAC members wished to maintain continuous contact and meet as 
often as oossible in order to assure collective backing of all NAG 
members for action taken in this crisis. 

while Colonna did not emphasize in his summary, it was most clear 
desire of permreps- that once Cuba problem settled satisfactorily, ther 
should be ..firm efforts by West for general negotiations with ^ovietsan 
all major oroblems. 

















handwritten notes on w 'hite n ouse memos: u ct 27 

a) l) Must be able to attack—500 sorties 

2) ^ we do this Soviet t n i 0 n will attack Turkish missiles 

3) If Turkish Juoiter missiles are out 
It) Resnonse in Black Sea area 

5) 


b) (different writing) 

“yes Only to Hare— 
Explanation— 


Trying to get it back on old track. — If have to get back onJupiters 
How should we handle it— 


e) Iinletter:(handwritten draft, same as Bur draft through first five paras) 
(.rough slanting handwriting, with caoital F) 

(liven uublic oosition Soviets have now taken, if US attache destroys 
offensive threat in Cuba Soviets may seek retaliate by attack our Jupiters 
Berlin or other NATO targets. It would, of course, be essential 
that NATO resoond to suchan attek in some corresronding manner, "his could 
lead to rapid escalation and unforeseeable consequences. 

. Tw ° alternatives apear to be ooen. First: simultaneous or immediately 
prior to any attack on Cuban offensive weaoons announce t at the Juoiters 

' XT t ^ have Been stood down and are inoperable and thus reduce the danger 

ox Soviet retaliation against Turkey* 
















Mono for Chairnan, JCS. 2 Cct 1962 


During ny meeting with ths JCS on Oct 1, 1962, the question arose a3 to 
the contingencies under which military action against Cuba nay be necessary 
and toward which our nilitary planning should bo oriented. The following 
categories would appear to cover the likely possibilities: 

a) Soviet action against Western rights in Eerlin calling for a Western 
response including among other actions a blockade of Communist or other 
shipping enroute to Cuba. 

b) Evio ence that the Castro regime has permitted the positioning of bloc 
offensive weapon systems on Cuban soil or in Cuban harbors. 

npctip c) (Guantanamo, or attack on US planes or vossels) ; d) popular uprising 
e) Cuban armed assistance to subversion; f) decision by Pres that affairs 
in Cuba have reached a point inconsistent with entinuing US national security. 

May I have the views of the Chiefs as to the appropriateness of the abova 
list of contingencies and answers to the following: 

a) ths operational plans considered appropriate for each contingency... 

.. w a can assume that the political objective in any of these contingencies 
may bo either: 

a) the removal of the threat to US security of Soviet weapon systems in 
Cuba, or 

b) the removal of the Castro regime and the securing in the island of a 
new regime responsive to Cuban national desires. 

Inasmuch cs the Second objective is the more difficult objective and 
may bo required if the first is to be permanently achieved, attention should 
be focussed upon a capability to assure the second objective. 


RSM 



















Cct 21, Cnpt. Hauser to Gen Taylor: Mr. Mail would appreciate the views of 
tho JCS on the attached paper: 

The President ha3 oraerod ie to r.nko certain that the Jupiters in 
Turkey and Italy will not be fired without his further authorization, oven 
in the event of a selective nuclear or non-nuclear attack on these units 
by the Soviet Union in response to actions we nay be taking elsewhere. 

You should take whatever steps nay be necessary to assure that no such 
action without proper authorization could occur. 

response, 21 Oct: It is the view of the JCS that the attached proposod 
statement should not be implemented for the follow.! ng reaoons: 

a. ■ u 0£ardle33 of the actions which are taken unilatorally by the US, 
an attack by the Soviets on the Jupiter missiles positi ned in Italy or Turk© 
would be considered by those cog governments to be an attack on them and 
on NATO; thus, they would feel that we were hound by our Treaty obligations. 

b. The release procedures in existence today require: l) Presidential 
authorization for the expenditure of nuclear weapons. 

2) Within ACS, SACEUR authorization to the cufctodial detachments for tho 
release of weapons. For the JCS: Riley 














;on and KcCloy, Nov 5, 19^2 


Cable from Proa to Stovono 

in Kuznetsov’s proposal respecting missiles is tno 
...The or.a seniors rap m Ku.ne t, fc ^ interest in verifying 

absence of any reference to nuclei^ — enn hasisc to all Soviets that since 

their absence is intense, &nc y “ u=Lr hcads in Cuba, wo need assurance 

X spoke to Vx of tke presence of -uch v~r ^ ylo3> Thio warheaD 

ho re at least equal to tr.o^se ro^> ^ cc of pos t-removal verification in 
problem highlights the ger.er.. ■ ^ p q aus iblc number, but for U3 it can 

Cuba itself# Forty-two eii33j-1c3 xS ^ P . ... --a. - ..v,^nv 


bs no more th: 


:,y~two nissilcs - l3 ** P ^ ~ , .. . no £ a wholly reliable 

_ Soviet ctfato ^d » ■»*“ io pro.™ 

basis for action. ^ th conne • dcccp tion remains a major element 

home with Kuznetsov the fact that f It bo t ruo, as Kuznetsov argues, 
in our reaction to this wnolo <episod . exactly what they aro doing 

that the Soviets have no ob- gao happened in this case 3as that they 

in a country like Cuba, but what. a £^ not doing, which proved 

SS.!* Th^=~L /.on highest levels. 

(Kotc dato . and Kov ^ reply to K letter of Nov 5, along 
these lines.) unacccptability of any subnarino 

support S facility° n and° 0 bviou3 involvement in SAM complex are all correct 
and*worth repeating insistently. 

• W+ n f curveillrnee should be kept intact unless and 
k;:S9°;;holirn» uvfl'of c:Shcnco in <—t beh«ior in Cnba can 

3) ‘Slo'nofOholly for. of intornationa^inn^oUonofUS 

and other Caribbean reciprocal inspection is one of 

£i g r/S rots ty if it can bo established in the ^^^Idered' 

You should emphasise that suci j reciproc o/any significant Soviet military 

in this connection. 



















concerns • 


iuc:;uio:.s fr-r cr/e ivona;; 


1* Fever c: art of cornet at one 


q ty r i v n v|-r «r. Qp exoectations 012 various Sov statements; «-»Gpt 2(3 letter^ 

Sent *! 1'side Idt; FcCori j estimates; “igh-level Sovietologists; ovm appreciation' 
of Sov roals, perceptions, tactics. 


3. *’‘ost 


rser.tial "decep 


tion". Private channel mentioned by JFK. Any little- 


toovn Wo--P-rs r" d^ceotion; on .their expectation tha t we would discover by 
reccn; ontheir’estimates? ‘ Conscious estimate of their willingness to deceive? 

h. Ifhv not r.orc specific queries on private channel, or to Dobrynin? 

0 . :; c - v vos e jactations leading to Sept U statement? Relation to NSAM 181? 

Sent 13 _ v.'arr.ir.--V (How much deterrent; how much reassurance, on Sept U; how much 

answer lo rolitical opposition?) , , , , 

V."r.-:t if c:crv>ctation of MRBMs had been higher? e.g., if McCone had been around; 
if* govs had ■'ntroduced missiles elsewhere; if estimates had put higher? 

6. Effect on later problems, responses, of these JFK warnings, commitments. 

7. Personal sconce to news: surprise, emotion, interpretation, view of responses. 
Had susoicicn beer, graving? Vfno did McG tell? What did he do, think about? 

H. President's response; above. Where was he Sunday night? W1 :h 

9. Reaction to deception; interpretation of Sov motives in deception? 

10. vfr.at if: a) r.o deception; b) no Pres commitments (e.g., no Keating); c) Sovs 
had informed JFK: August; Pre-Sept statements; pre Oct 1U; pre Oct 22? VJhat if 
they tcld Allies; 

11 # VD.at if Scvs had exploited SAMS or protest to stop U-2s? Role of incidents . 
on Sent 10 meeting. What if missiles had been discovered earlier? Fear of incidents 
before election; effect of Debrynin Sept 6 reassurance? 

12. What if missiles hadn’t been found till they and SAMs were operational? 

13. Distribution of Sept 28 letter. Interpretation; effect on later expectations 
(e.g., cn Sov resistance to blockade; on Sov interference in Berlin.) 

Ih. How close to immediate air strike? What would have triggered? How would it 

have cr.’.r» out? 

Id. Decision to focus on K/SU rather than Castro; who, when, why? 

16. Decision to emphasize deception in private c ommuni cat ion s to K, then ana later. 

17. Sequence of attitudes on trades as means of getting missiles out; want 

was JCEK 1 s desire on Saturday afternoon, evening. VJhat arguments were decisive? 

15. When would we have released word on Ii-28s? 

19. Why did K think he could get away with it? Why didn t he believe throats? 
v\hy didn’t we pick up this possibility? What finally convinced him? 
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Kl2?.^;ExpecUtltr:s of effect of t ultimatum. : interpretation of Lshootdomlj^Uitude.^*^// 
, toward, politicalitrack. as of Saturday afternoon. ' •> 

j/Vhat|8Urprised.Khrushchev.during, crisis;(why? ■■ What did he expe,*r »•_■ 

|r 29. What-surprised ExComm members during crisis ; any of their own or* eacj^lptbers • 
^reactions? * Allied reactions? Continued SU deception? SU backdown?^ •’••l; 

" How well would our own moves have been foreseen earlier?ve.g.,’•Presidential . 

' ■ ■ ;V f 


, '??»* •'• .• ' ..• ‘ - - •" 

;30.i Intelligence "process in retrospect. Sensitivity over recon-^incidents; 

"restrictions.orrdissemination (good?)j skepticism toward McCone/'agents,^refugges 
condidencejin.SI;, assumptions on' speed, on Sove movements; •*•’ . V*??. £$»r**i**i 


.^ 1 VjlE??i^^*P h 5 nnel in retrospect.:,,.before crisis .~'.M 

*32 .'#•-Had?-we “overcommunicated'*: a 1 concern for' legality (were t theyTt oo**reassured^Vv^^R-' 
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MR • 1. How did tho authors' own 'guesses or preconceptions change'infthejcq 



3. What conclusions are sensitive to information not available then to 
■y; participants, or to some important participants? To public? ./.: „•: ffp;p 

SB*#* ' \ * * ■ x-?. • •• . .k *•• 

*3®^^sorts of data did not authors not have adeouate access to? Uha-h cr^fc-V , r 


' h* V.nat sorts of data did not authors not have adequate access to? \Jhat sorts ! 
Mf- couldn 1 1 they refer to? ' v ,\hh" '>■ ’.V 
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5». Vihat questions are left hanging? , VJhat major uncertainties remain?. ; *$' : v '-’; i'v>.- 


Wa -* 6. Vihat 
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behavior 


% i * • . • 

impressions were acquired as to patterns of dispute, inference-or . 

that have also arisen in other crises? • J ; 

V3t**'. . 






7 ‘ What agency differences emerged in interpretation, prediction, policy, ■• 

management: prior to and during crisis? ; .. > f 

: ” Vvr- **,'; .. ■'* * 11 • j , : f :‘V 


^^'v. 8. h ow well do staff and agency inputs to ExComm reflect the actual preoccup-.?.;’ • 


ations, goals, predictions of members? 

- 9. Vihat did individual ExComm members fear, if - they did nothin*? A &"■ *' 

. Source/evidence for: * • %'Viy, 

h-h?=v' 1 \ --- rr .• i . . ...... •.}”. ; . 
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Igi■■ 1) “-Ja;,-repcrt*' that K intended to ^mtc improve strategic 



■Jr; 


V. 


e.g., was it important to present US with surprise? How would disclosuro.^'^'- 
have oeen made? ..as it important to surprise U.S. Allies? 

Would h have expected JEK to commit himself in Sept? Ifew Might K have .- - 
avoided tiiio.. .by reducing secrecy, by private disclosure, public disclosure? 

V.nat alternative modes of rig p loy procedure were open to K.iand \toyiM$Zi£iL-- 
they probably rejected (if considered)? ; i> 4 .=•. 
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mare.’., • 

P ?§ y ^ J>» Given various advantages of successfully installing missiles&|:rf$ 

W5 V ' .were these given adequate weight in earlier estimates that they^would not 
M&W install? VJliat do authors conclude 1 about estimating process, preconceptionSj 
To what extent did it serve SU purposes to put missilus ’In 1 ' Cuba, .?V3.,t§i£ 
other locations w thin WHEN range? Did they-take into accowit'the^pecpliar'; 
disadvantages, in terms of U.S. readiness to resporal, sensitivity?. 1 
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. Did US commitments actually;serve .as incentive to install,*, to. ;S 
‘ bluff and demoralize Allies? ' d'* ?i ’ , ' ' 

mm **' 1 6 Given incentives to installed given ■ reasons for disbelievaagg^ 
cwwnitraents: what could JFK. have said, and what^fcoule US havefdonc,:- d 
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q 1 # U-2 cwurf li.'ht of Sakhalin of An ; anti Chinaf Ions of 9 oopl (relative 
i.tpor o-no*.- of t/i^au?) hai occur re i ;. r' or to Au* 2'f ? 

a) j‘li ;.t cchulnln ’ , /r • 

b ) conuliu;ion:;/e;-;poctatone on bAho 

c) Ci.jiCl ’aior.rs on nisailes 

d) rulrbive we.-jht to collateral sources 
o) ronno of urgency; fever chart of crisis 

f) public assertions, co:odtments; subsequent response. 


2* IjSi S/’is had not been discovered Aug 29 (because of weather, coverage, etc.); 
Impact on; a)'disbelief in collateral sources; 

b) expectation of missiles • 

c) willingness to check out later reports of missiles. 


3. MPibiS had been discovered sooner, around mid-Sept? (clearly non-operational) 
Impact on: (fewer) 

a) Shock, surprise; 

b) Willingness. to attack immediately (higher, because safer, smaller; or less, 
because less shocking, less threatening?) 

c) Ability to persuade public and Allies of need for 1) independent action; 

2) fast action; 3) violent action. 

d) Convergence within SxComm. 

e) Imminence of deadline; effects of longer deadline. 


h. i-JUMs had been discovered later, or had been installed faster and more 
completely: warheads, more missiles, complete sites, : a) alert; 

(b) non-alert. 

Impact on: 

a) Relevance of blockade. 

b) Willingness to attack: increased threat vs. increased risk, difficulty, damage. 

c) Increased shock, and effects of this. 

d) Likelihood of fast, early response; and effects of this. 


5. tri. had not made public distinction between offensive/defensivc? Had 
not implied co.maitmcnt to resist offensive? 
















V.'HAT IF: 


6. i X ha-1 nn-ic dc-In runt public, end preceded it with reassuring and 
justi r-. in'"' no aril ataUnents? (including Cuban request, allocations of 
US "a'; pro naive nlans, assurance of Cor control, reference to Turkey, freedom 
of seas...) 

a) Reaction of Allies, public; OAS. . 

b) effect of move, if successful, on SU bargaining improvement over oorlm. 
(XF US had acouieseed, it would be under Allied pressure, lack of Sov 

deception or imneiinto throat, no explicit JFK commitment; no shock or panic 
reaction in fall '62; 

c) offset on domestic politics (lacking period of allegation and denial, 
di'K commitments). 


7. X had, prior to Oct ik 22, leaked facto and reassurances to US Allies, 
o. g., Britain? 


6. K had given no grounds for charging deception? X had actually informed 
JFK privately? 


9. Keating and others had not charged presence of missiles? Presence of 
buildup? 


i XO. Deployment had taken place in 1951, pcior to exposure of missile Gap? 

After exoosure of Missile Gap? 

I 

11. >,v i.iv Gastroi had exposed, denounced U-2 l lights prior to Aug 29? After 

’ Aug 29? Activated SAMs? Fired GAM? Shot down U-2? 

| 
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! 
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1. K's expect"lions of 15 response: a) prior to decision; b) prior to 
July 62; c) prior to mid-Sept 62; d) prior to Oct 22? 


2. US interpretation of Sli motives. 

3. US expectation"of SU response to various US counteractions. 

it. US willingness to blockade; b) to follow blockade with attack; c) to 
precede blockade by attack. 

5.. Chance that Sov move would trigger ami unwarned US strike.. 


6. Ji'K willingness to commit himself to resist offensive deployment. 


7. Allied acceptance of US: a) failure to consult 

b) failure to inform earlier 
c ) proposed course of action 

d) more violent action 

e) trades, if proposed 

3. h 1 s degree of belief in JFK’s public commitments; in general; regarding 
Cuba. 


9. US willingness to blockade (e.g., belief that deployment Was 23222E 
complete? prior Allied knowledge? Sov threats—to US, public. Allies? 
UK altitude? OAS acceptance?) 

16• UrK’s feeling of having been deceived by K. 

11. Uh willingness to overfly at all, Se]bt-Oct 62? 

12. US disbelief that Sovs vfould move in HRENs. 
















/.Ujj-Licpt 62? 


"SIIAT .j. i '-ji ijV !> 


TO: 


1. Do tor overnight:; be two on July—Oct 62? 

I 2. prevent Jl-'iC fro;:: co.i-mittinj US to respond? 

O' 3., Defuse U3 response between lU—22 Oct. 

^ ^ Deley recognition of missiles and sites by U-2? 
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Meeting No. 7, 10:oo AM, Oct 27 

1. KcG intelligence briefing. 

2. KcN reoorted on the position of Gov dloc ships moving toward Cuba, 
ne recommended, and the *res approved, two daylight recon missions over 

c^uba today one in the morning and one this afternoon. He again recommended 

that a recon mission be undertaken togeg'nt. In response to K's request 

for delay of this mission, the 1 res said the recon planes should go bn 
alert, that an announcement of the mi sion should be drawn uo, and that 
a final decision would be taken this afternoon. 

3. -i-t, wasagreed that the Russians would be informed of the extent of 

our ouarantine zone area privately. Khrushchev oould then decide whether to 
turn back the Soviet tanker Graznyy, which will be entering the quarantine 
zone late today. If the Graznyy continued, a decision could then be made 
as to whether it would beallowed to proceed to Havana or whether it should 
be stooped, searched and released, if, as exoected, it hadon boardno 
prohibitive material. A decision would also be required as to what action 
should be ta^en if the tanker refused to submit to search. 

It. At this ooint in the meeting the partial text of the Soviet cublic 
statement was received. J-t became clear that the terms of the oublic 
statement varied considerably from the oroposals made by Khrushchev in 
his personal letter to the resident last night. The ires aooroved the 
release of the attached public statement, which was drafted during the 
meeting, a second and longer statement was to be prepared. (This was 
later abandoned.) 

5. A draft message to Khrushchev was discussed and a final version will be 
comoleted for transmission this afternoon. 

6. Gooies of a orooosed leaflet to be dropped in Guba was circulated 
at the meeting, but a decision to drop them was deferred. 

((Was Oct 27 JFK letter, then, essentially drafted before receiving 
uhe Oct 27 K public letter?)) 

((Note: public statement called for, "as an urgent preliminary to 
consideration of any proposals work on the Cuban bases must stop; offensive 
weaoons must be rendered inoperable; and further shipment ofoffensive 
weapons to tuba must cease—all under effective internationally verification 
((Not for removal of missiles)) 
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, r . » 11 '• r ; ruwor to oi toucvj/ 1 u aujili^ht recon luiubion. 

X. 1-iCK g^vu n^wenW 4 1 are said to nave encountered 

Oxie piane xg ovciuue ut, v 

grouiiu xxx-fc. , nfcC1 U1 a t recon miss 

c. frts aireclt, -„t mission was received. 

unii£ l ull report on one aujup 10 

missionwas xaur calxeu 011 ' aiopa tcn to U Thant oi' iaoGoa 0 e: 

SXl? tTsO B X wa-Uu Jr, ou 
uocertaiiixuo Vaietuer uie jU ^ u . ino^ t-idIg unuer UW 

tnesc <>*».. 1U cuua ana ratter « *“ hi -cu-ea " 

vwrilicuUon no taut various wolunous can ow di-cu—ott. 

1 ,,, oir inridbiit inthe Far Last involving a U-2 
4. H Buuuuarxaea uio ll aiflicuities w.icfa resulted 

overliving '° nti FbbH ciae ^ n<^ c tne wrangel •‘•slanu. 

xu ° - a - u 0U t TEe-IE5S5IiruSI5E. Ins 

govs papliciSbU it. (word iroiu hod at 1:4/) 

P . Letter iron Pres to K aiscuesed snu xp provea. 

mission DO liowxi tomoirow without filter escort. ^owever^ if WlG 

^ ** 
u“li M JrJ ou US plies. A decision ont f appropriate re.pcnee 

in .wait crsara reports as to whether tomorrow's reooue.is-xous 

encounter opposition ana upon replies to messages sent to U thane 

7*" a -A - general discussion of how to handle the response to K's 
puolio letxer to toe iresxuent, including the question oi alssules 

in TurKty. 


M ’ no/recon., Pres approved, oaiiup of 24 air reserve squanrons 
Pres uirecxeu 3tev toil U Tnant txxao Sov taxiKer was appro^nm^ xne 
quarantine zone anuretiindixib U T oisov statement vnat 3ov snips sMouia 

not of . next steps including caliixig up ox US snips ana 

tne auaitxvwn oi POL to the list oi prohibited ^ooas. 

4 Pres reaa a message iron General norstaa w..icn presenteu tne 
iLtlSSty for i-iA'iU of any trace tyxn s Cuuan missiles to uruish missile. 
4. There was a general discussion oi a drai t message to Auiu. i-inletter 
. i v iii. aim eui nance as to nis presentation to tne NATO meeting oi lcrm- 
neps called lor tomorrow. It was agreed that tnis LA10 meeting snoula 
oe limiteu to reporting onactions we have taKenanu reviewing MiO 
orouiexas arisi-. to out oi K's puouc letter. 
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Jonn liylunn: jl.. nE/oi.E (Las tor a 


uJUj S 1 J ) 


^ d Li *4 U 


4 k a 

1. initial attltUdC'C In Cl A t'uU- ale, lo-i / gel. 

2. Reaction wnc-n tola. 

Interplay witn i-.cC (Hcc cu'Wii.t,,; tne-ory; a nut; uusk reaction) 
4. memo over wconena; Rout lUiacc. 
b» koaler interview: acted as 11 cij-ua 1 t a now. 

o. Turney: our base strategic tern tory, io:. u ueiore missixeo put 
tnere; la Cuba, bU mauing true oi "our" torn tory (what 
li txie j naa ci ea t ed cast, v.a 1 1 1 u cuu j io ol years; oastu i a wi ta 
sues, etc.) 

/. Atuiiuae to nefcs oi li-2o's; 1‘oeln.g tin.t 3U was "testing," 
iasttr tnaii expecte-a. 

o. SNIE actually araitec last weeK m Aug (sure SAnS tnere). 
bx acC rejectee Cuban b rOup Sals, urougnt in EE to exusiaer 
iiiiiitarj Ouiiaup, possibility oi -.issiios. 

^ • l‘*CC cl t L-i. IUU fc J ^Ut-oSG^* 

10. Tneones oi Sov calculation: 1) now accepting Dig risk;E ekkuzk 
2) Underestimating riai; J>) liyisna: desperation, severely pressed 
by lieed lor improvement (last cna-.ce), led to wisnlul uiiderestiiaation 
oi risx; 4,) (ay?) nsn not underestimated; but uauiy played by K, 
jtoa circuu.5 tdaces lor US, good playing uy US; 


lx. Estimates playeu small role; discredited; wonted mai.J.y lor HcC, 
diuu t iniiufci.ee him muca; pres reiied on noa-iateli auvisors and wcC 
lor greaictions, uiun t look to Estimates lor predictions, anaLysis. 

12. nee desire to comb, haviK (eagle); cut, prediction (early) of 
strong bU reaction (uomo Thule; (purlin, SEAsia, Turkey, Iran) to 
attach, especially if any Russian soldiexs killed; tnou^nt gov should 
prepare. 

xy. K interview witn Gandni; fane mooiliz. tion, deployment, alert, 
questionwx.etner war would have followed. 


14. Ho q'ues ion put to ORE on effect of action/preparation/ultimatum 
(t.-cuod memoto HCC, early, on ultimatum—instead of blockade; tnougnt 
tuis would only lead to counterpressure by SU<)>. No tendency to 
initiate suen an estimate. If asked, would prouably not nave believed 
in brilliantly efiective style of handling. 

l L j. Sovs surprised (Zorm reaction; failure to hedge at all, e._. , 
to install SAmS beiore letting us see missiles). Eliectiveness of 
our seoi-ecy; due to what? Very bad "crisis management" by Sovs. 

lb. process; special group in ONE; work on estimates; work for kcC; 

1/. Process of producing, ShlE, HIE (proposal accepted b J Kent; 
drait; considered oy Po^rd; Hoard memoer chairman of est, in tell 
comm representatives (e.g., Sonn) aid solicited, conference; USIb 

ilJ . Question oi asking, in ShlE: 1) Hut suppose he got away with it, 

auL^ 1 ? ^ W 

tnrtata, Qepxoymenc etc- i€ SilGula Iiavc acti lpalea 

’ ’ Sn0UiQ ^ ^ — acaiuat po^AUtty) 









John Vvuitman; 

1. Process: GnE, I3nii, JOin ; amount of cooruxi.,ation; role oi'bCl. 

2. Uiiprecoatuttu: hostow panel, assi^nmen t of Whitman, sharp split 
uet..een & l)Ci unu OnE (roles of Harris, Hitcncock; Tiuwell?) 

3. Issues on Sail: livelihood of Sov military response; relative 
linelinooa ox' stroi-o response to invasion, limiteu military attacx. 

4. Peelin^ uy 22 Oct on likely Sov response to limited, controlled 
Ud response, reaction to ulocvaue proposal. 

?. V;. reaction to news (xol^, "HOC war ri 0 nt" ) ; prior cOmmi oment to 

position oecause ox ilcO proaa n 6 of Kent, 
b. Pear of eilect on McC/OKE. 

7. sc no analysts 0 et timely, vomprenensxve info on pi’ivate, verbal 
messages io do? £uiant xnowabout P-3). £0 they asv, what tacit 

info is our vnole posture ana pattern oi benavior anu statements 
axiectxiijV opponent 1 s expectations? 

c. 







